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Important educatlonal 1npovat10ns are often Judged harshhy 1f 2,

k ; -4
they fall to produce results within. a set tlme.‘ such was the

- caSe w1th the early reports oﬁ fallure 1n the Headstart program“_

,‘v

© ;However, when .youngsters were tracked over a perlod pf several .
N m

years, 51gn1f1cant long term benefits were 1dent1f1ed "A_ imilar
\ )

'”'51tuatlon has developed 1n hlgher educatlon where a trad1t1 nal

measure of success, the fouru or flve-year graduation rate, may

—
. have moved out of 11ne w1th reality to thevp01nt where 1t
&

* serlously uﬁderest*hates 1nst1tut10nal as well as 1nd1v1duaI ;'
.-.-‘ u\k‘ . . L. s .~‘ . _ - ’

[ 3 ] LI ' ’ - ’ &

A ]
.

Recent events have altered the demographlcs of hlgher educatlon,

perhaps making conventlonal expectatlons 1nappropr1ate. Durlng

o]

- the late 1960s. and throughout most of the 1970s, barriers to .

~college admission ‘fell throughout the country. At the same tlme,
. the percentage of students/completing their degrees within. four

or five years also fell (see Ramlst 1981: 3). 'Such results of

I

expanded educational obportunlty are probiematlc because, whlle a .

college diplompa does not S1gn1fy all’ of the beneflts of a college
, educatlon, graduatlon is often viewed by colleges, students, and

the publlc as_the bottom.llne of educat10nal accountlng

< » oy e B v »
g PR ° .

’ - \ . -

- N -~

LR N 4

L3

*This research was supported in part by a grant from The Spencer
Fourndation. We are indebted to W1111am Protash, Fran Barrett, .
and Carla McGowan for their work in constructlng a file that
made p0551b1e the data analysesppresented in this study.-
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‘ Today, g;ven the changes 1n student Characterlstlcs, addlng up

o E the ledger after four or, flve\years mlght present a dlstorted é
R, o plcture of the graduatron reallty Moreqver, this, Sh°ét term ?J?*w.”fg’
| :f- measure ‘of"educational results is most. rlgorously applled to -i 'J”: ,.Q~
<:' R ‘public anstltutlons, Since thelr.fundang places then under °l° z ‘ﬁ: *

' scrutxéy of state and local budget off1c1als, 1eg1slatofs, and Lo
taxpayers%‘ Ironlcally, it ds publlc lnstltutlons for whqm fhe' “‘3.‘

'—‘ l

short terni view may be most ;Papproprlate, glven the h1gh numbers .
PURNELY . ¢ ["

g "w

) of dlsadvantaged students they admlt.. It rs those who ﬂ%g o

DA college w1th academlc def1c1enc1es and’ sharply‘iimlted economic ;

v 3
v LI -

%resources who ‘are most llkely to requlre 1oager than.the

. . -
L3 ( 4 ‘\ ‘:

traditional tlme pellod to flmlsh.a degree. As a consequence,

* ' off1c1al statlst%cs, such g those ori coho,rt surviwval , collected

-~

arid reported by New York State, and flnancxal aid programs such

as the New York State Tultlon As51stance Program whlch contaln . 3.§

‘e :. flve-year cutoﬁfs ae«the out51de llmlt for ultimate gradgatlon

A ‘a L ad ¢ ¢

may well penallze both open-access 1nstatutlons and the students

LA Y o

they attract If the academlc careers of today S undergraduates v

¥ ]

R ‘are frequently extended beyond cqpventaonally deflned 11m1ts,

- thls would constltute an- unartlculated natlonal 1ssue requlrlng

the attentlon of pollcy-makers cofcerned with educatlonal S ;_..
opportunity. - ) ' . -:‘ N . ) . .
'The issues we have ralsed are espe01ally pertlnent to the - - '

4, 4 v, 4

natlon S Mrban publlc colleges and unrvers;tles, 51nce they are
Al

the ones' that serve the 1argest proportlons of egonomlcally and’

..educatlonally disadvantaged students. -Perhaps the most 1mportant




¢

s case id/dolnt rs‘the Clty Unlgers1ty of New York (CUNY) whlghn
¢

. 1n1t1ated 1ts controvers1al open adm1551onsbpollcy ln fall 1970
’ . a ¢
“'. S o - A ’

To many wlthln theaﬂn1vers1ty and on the outs1de, the prospects .

seemed d1m that the deluge of ‘open admlss1ons students ‘would

result'ln.anythlng more than a, trrckle of graduates. "This view . .

as based on skept1c1sm that 1arge numbers of students, under-._

v

ﬁrepared vby tradltronal college entrance crlterla, could:sucqeed '
1n college level work ~0n the othey hand some antlclpated that -
an open—adm1ss1ons pollcy would serlously compromlse standards--
that underlylng a patina of apparent academlc succeSs=of the new
students to’ CUI;Jv would be a serlousddeterloratlonﬂof academLc

.
rlgor /’It was’ feared that 1n 1ts effort to equallze not only
' - 3 Y

educatlonal Opportunrty but also educatlonal results, CUNY would |

. lapse into "SOClul promotlon" (allowing students tolprogress

. through “the, system even though they were not academlcally Ve -

- prepared), a. charge that had often been leveled at New York'

~

prlmary and secondary schools.' These contrastrng expecta-
tlonSe-between those who saw open admissions.students as destlned

) to fail and those who antlclpated that their academlc success
4

wquld signal the erosion of academic standards--seemed

. - ¥ . . v
1rrecon@11able. : : o . o e,

1
et

~
. R )
.
. i

Earller data analyses, coverxng the flrst five years of open 4

admlsslons, helped to clarlfy whether elther view reflected the

: realltles of GUNY. These analyses were, presented 1n a volume

publlshed in 1981 ‘Right vbrsus Pr1v1lege. + The Open -

Admlssxons Experiment ‘at the ﬂltyMUnlvers1tytof New York

« . ’ .

. - . . .
Y] b R N 7 L]
<
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g (co-authored by Pavid E. Lavzn, Rlchard D. Alba, and.Rlchard A: L o

sllbersteln) * They showed - that graduatlon rates for open— {w - '
. admlsslons students were substantlally lower than~for regular .A.!

N ’ tudents, i.e., the ones who would have quallfled for entry o

Sg 4.,

CUNY even under the rlgorous adm1s51ons standards 1n force ‘at thef \3 oy
S Un1vers1ty durlng the 19605.‘ Indeed .over the flrst flve.years
o£ thg open-access pollcy,_not even a third of the open~ ,

adm1551ons students earned a dlploma. Nonetheless} the

. graduatlon rates of these students compared favorahLy)W1th ) o
national rates for students W1th comparable hlgh school records.'

In short, the analyses suggested ‘that neather the V1ew of ' -

open-adm1551ons students as destined to fallure, nor the view of P
the Un;ver51ty as turnlng 1nto a dlploma mill. fltted the “

.. realltles of CUNY in the early years of the open adm1551ons

* pollCYo - L ,‘. ) 7 ‘q T . . ‘!_l’_ ' Q
N ‘ ryye . v . .

. . 7 . *
. . . N - N . s . v

o . . S .

- o While these calamltles did not ‘occur, the graduatlon story at

p v o
CUNY was unlque ln some waysg One Was the length of! time y oo

requlred to graduate . The Lavin, Alba, and 51lberste1n volume

. v

showed that relatlvely few CUNY.students graduated "on time." _in 2

e é/ ~ “its’ four-year or. sénior c6ileges a third of regular gradUates and'“'

..'fully half of the-opern admissions &bntlngent needed five years to .

*  complete their degrees. In the communlty colleges, on time

graduation rateg were exceedingly low. Most of the graduates

received their degrees three, ‘four, -and even five years after ]

. . . L 4 * L4
—" entry. ' i : .

) . .
N : [
~

-
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/Thls extended time to graduatlon ;\ﬁ.have been accentuated by

;///’k//// open adM1551ons, but 1t;was not attrlbutable olely toqthat . ‘id.fr‘

e . . . policy. {ndeed, a CUNY study done ln'the 19605 (Max, 1968),,

| -

focusmng on an aca//mmcally strong sample, found .that after four
C years the senlor-college graduatlon rate was less- than 50 per-
cent' However, over 70 percent graduated after seven years: 'aAnd
| a recent survey (Murtha, Protash, and Kaufman, 1983) showed that
'over half of baccﬁlaureate graduates and three fourths oﬁ |
. .A55001ate degree holders required more than the, tradltlonal tlme

. to complete'thelr studles That CUNY students requlre longer

-than usual to graduate results from several processes. Flrst,, t*'

-t stopplng out (1nterrupted college attendance) has been a common }

occurrence at CUNY for the last twenty years. students haﬁb
often tdken a semester or two out. ofs school to earn money to
‘support college and related expenses.: Others have had to work
all the way through collegi,and Lhus take ' fewer courses each
. semester. And s1nce open admissions began, many students. were

'requlred to reglster fom-remedlal courses offerlng llttle or ne

credit. All of; these factors would be expected to delay the time

\ ]
-of graduatlon, espe01ally after open. adm1ss1ons when more

students neegded to work and entered college with.deficiencies in
3 ¢ . ) ’
” .f »
their academic prepargtion.
. , L : . -, ' ' }
. _ . > : o -

g o *' EXTENSION OF THE GRADUATION DATA

. ' . v . . .
" - . ) L]
. . L)

- Recently we have been able to extend the flndlngs from the

studies (Lavin,- et. al., 1981) of the 1n1t1al freshman classes

., ’
. 7
f
s - . . r
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-t »®

=
7




_of éleven years.

\

'that entered CUNY after open adm1531ons began. Those earlier

studies had presented graduatlop rates covering 5 years for the .

lg@g entrants and 4 years for the 197l_fresnmen. Our new

-~ s

1 _The data.are\organized in several ways.

¥
_ Flrst we havé compared -open admlss1ons studénts with so-called

*

regular students ‘who drg\not need,the pollcy ofropen admissions

to qualyfy for acceptance.2 Inasmuch as CUNY's policy was .

by

»

minority greups, we also presént data for fous»major ethnic

const1tuenc1es that comprlse the bulk of CUNY's enterlng classes.

The pertlnent ethnic categorles con51st of Jewish, whlte

Cathollc) Black andiﬁlspanlc students. Data are presented

. separately for CUNY's four- and two-year colleges.
Akt . Y

2o
1

T RESULTS

' The new data reveal dramatlcally that the‘progress of CUNY

’des1gned to expard educatlonal opportunlty for dlsadvantaged &,

c

students toward graduatlon can extend over many years and thus,»'

that the story of .CUNY's open-access pollcy requires a long tlme

Aln the telling. In the CUNY senior colleges Table 1l (see also .

Figure 1) shows that 34 percent of ‘regular students graduated .

e\}v

%ggr four years, another 19 percent graduated.after five years
an

an additional 9 percent took more than five years to earn

+their bachelor's degrees, producing a total graduation rate of
. VA

. . * .
62 percent. Among open admissions students, only 16 percent

earned diplomas after four years, butlanother 16 percent

10

eh i Bee 30t ALY At il a Aot N e FNAn B rtew  ArarE R AT A - mad A W E i danshes Xn s e AT AT va By I EARD G ARSI RS WA TU s 4 s W ey Tl S wm e A L L T

Ld

‘ analyses track a. large sample of these two cohorts over a*period .
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. TABLE 1 c e
sé s ' : i ""
GRADUATION RATES THROUGH 11 YEARS

For 1970 AND 1971 COHORTS:

o SENIOR COLLEGES ©
 ,After  After  After. After ¢

. - On 5 74 g 11

Admissions Sta?us Time Years Years - Years . Years

" Regular Students. = 34 53 60 . 61 62
(N=8084) . ’ - : ' '
. J * ]

Open Admjssions- . T a

Students .16 32 40 .’ 42 43 -

(N=4705) e e :

L ‘2;'.
Source: Sample data

L4

Results for the 1970.and 1971 cohorts have been aggregated.
St \ ;} ‘

Regular students are those with high school averages of 80 or higher.

Open a - a.ons students are those with high school gwéfages of less
than 80.
¥
4 . ' R
\
>
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Cw . Figuel - -
4. 0 "+ .0nTime And Long Term Graduation Rates
L By Admission Status And College Level:
) s - 1970 And 1971 Cohorts
' On Time
| -
Lo % Long Term '
3
[
s |
. c ®
L |
- 2
Senlor ' Senlor Communlty Commuity
- E lC 12 Regular Admisslons Open Admissions . Regular Admissions’ Open Admissions {3

S«Tabhiandﬂor!xpwnmrvnom- o e o




.o " graduated after five. Years. After eleven Lears—an/additional-

P

@ f
11l percent. had graduated resultlng in- a/total gradvarion .y .t~ of
43 percent “Looked at another way, lﬁ percent of all regular

graduates needsd more than five yeérs to graduate, - while among

4 . [ 4

the open adm1551ons graduates more than 25 percent needed more

than fire years to flnlsh This suggests that additional time

~ PR is more 1mportant for the open adm1551ons studénts. To o

illustrate th1s we have calculated the ratio-of graduation rates
. ? . . Y - . . ,

- ' for-open admissions students.to the rates for regular students.?.
~The ldtter were 2.1 times-as likely as open admissions students

' , . §
to be on time graduates. Aftér five years the rate for regulars
was only 1.7 t}mes that of open admissions students;-and aftef

I eleven years,rthe ratio had dropped to 1.4. 1In short, over, time

) '~ 'there was a narrowing of the disparity in graduation rates’

between the two categories of students.

«
o

{ In the two-year community colleges, it is also clear that an
extended time perspective is critically importantifor an accurate
assessment of the graduation.picture.’ As Table 2 shows (see
Figure 1 also), onltime graduation rates were exceedingly low:

o only 12 percent of regular students and but 3 percent of ‘the
open admlsslons contlngent earned degrees aTter two years.5 An y
- additional year¥saw more ‘than a doubllng of'the rate for regular, .,
students (from 12 to 29 percent) . Fot open’ admlssrons students [
an ektra yeal led to almost a rourfold increase (fron 3 to 1l
percent). -An additional two Qears saw a further jump'in the
rates 80 that'afterzs years 43 percent of regular students ahd .

.. . . * - .
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-~ TABLE 2 ' L. S
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o . GRADUATIO\ RATES THROUGH 11 &EARS v' , .
o, - FOR 1970 AND 1971 COHORTS:® 0% . .- X :
. o PR COMMUNITY COLLEGES = . cee
;7 * - . ‘ . . \ } , .
. . " R ’
. - After After . After '  After  After’
‘ S “  On 3 5 - 7 9 . 11
Admissions Status Time ° Years Years _ Years Years Years-,
% 0 " - v =
1 > - e M ' g -
Regular Studentsb 12° 29 o 43 A 45 .45
(N=2725). - : SRR S .
o _ ’ Opén Admissions¢ * . o o
. Students 3 ) < 27 .27 28
: (N=4668) . -
: : % [ ) L4
Source: Sample data
aRésuits‘for the 1970 and 1971 cqho;is have been aggregated.
bRegular students are those wziﬁ'high school averages of 75 or higher.
J ) C0pen adm1551ons students are those with high school averages of less
: than 75.. . ~
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P 25 percent of the open admlsslons group had received their

"Assocrate degree.‘ Whlle a levellng off occurred aftar this tlmé, .
'students contlnued to graduate. after eleven yéars 45 percent

N '_ : of‘regulars and 28 percent of “the open’edmlss1ons students " _(
o gpmpleted_therr communrty college studles.' )

> LI
.

. . % . . v . o
‘ . ' . ' ) @ (34 .,' .
. SR Y oV .. 4

Relative to the senlor colleges, there was, 1n the two-year

schools an even more dramatlc narrdW1ng over tlme of the gap 'in

- [ ] -

graduation ratios between open adm1551onsuktudents and thelrt

AR regular classmates. The latter were four times. more likely té.
graduate on tlme, after three years they were 2.6 tlmes as llkely
to graduate, and-the gap between the tw0‘groups narrowed to.l. 6

after seven years. More than, 60 percent of the open adm1551ons

graduates needed more than three 'years to earn: thelr degrees,

d -

‘compared ‘with about 35 percent of regular students. That ‘

open adm1551ons students contlnued’to graduate in such : ‘o
. substantral proportlons even four or,more years after communlty
college entry appears quite rnmarkable, given “the conventlonal |
WlSdOTfﬂbQUt thectyplcal ‘length of time to earn a degree in a }

3 § .
two-year institution. , ~

One of the.most 1mportant aims of the open adm1s51ons policy was-

to equallze educatlonal4@pportun1ty for youth in New York City's
minority communities. The entry of these students 1ncreascd Y
strikingly‘as a result of open'adm1351ons. But relatlve to

whites, minority students came to  CUNY with severe ‘handicaps’ of

. . ecodomic status and academlc preparatlon. Asmone mlght expect

»~
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-t . *glven these’ 1nequ1t1es, whlteugroups 'in CUNY's senior colleges -

- » 'l J > »

‘- " . - were more 11kely to éarn a' B.A. degree than were mlnorltles. The

.five year graduatron .rates for CUNY'S' white ethnlcs, Jewish and

Cathollc students, ‘were hlgher 1n every case than for rts~;
3:\ % | mlnorlty students, Blacks and Hlspanlcs (éable 3; gee also ‘ . 'ls'
',Flgure 2)., To c}te the wldest dlfferences among regular .; . \i.‘.
e 9‘, . students, Jews had a-five year graduatlon rate of 58 percent,.
compared with '35 percent among Hlspanlcs Among Jewish |
open-adm1551ons students, the flvenyear rate was -37 percent
compared wltp\ZI.percent ainong HlSp&HlCE: But ‘consideration of a
longer time period reveals an important story about:group
J:,; - 'differences'in graduatlon}ratesl Among senior college regular | R
'graduates, 13 percent of Jews and 15 percent of Catholics needed '
:‘-more than flve years to complete their degxees. The comparable
flgures for mlnorltles Wene 24 percent for Blacks and 27 percent
for Hlspanlcs For open adm\s51ons graduates 23 percent of Jews

!

and Cathollcs took more than five years to flnlsh Largerv

4

proportlons of mlnorlty graduates needed addrtlonal tlme 35

. percent of Blacks and 32 percent of Hlspanlcs graduated more than
i

o -5 years after entry. . ' 7 o -
. " In snort, additional time appears to be especially important for
‘CUNY's minority students.' As a result, initial ethnic * .

.dltferences 1n graduatlon rates at the end of five years are
;substantlally reduced _and in some cases even ellm;nated after
eleven yearsm For example, Catholic open aﬁmlsslons and regular

B! . , ‘ . .. ) ,
students had higher five year graduation rates than their Black p
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GRADUATION RATES THROUGH ELEVEN YEARS
- .° BY-ETHNICITY AND AUMISSIONS STATUS:
‘ 1970 AND 1971 COHORTS: SENIOR COLLEGES 2

\ ) . . °~ . * 14 . '\\“:
* o 1 ) 1 v T
v y © ) e
. . .-After After Atte After
- - On ,. 5 7 {9 11
. Time Years Years Years Years
. N . . hd ‘ “
" -b ¢ : . ) . - *
Regular ?tudents: w’,fyﬁ , , T .
Jewish (N=3462) 40 58. 66 - 67 67. -
Catholic (N=2887)d 35 - 50 56 37 59
Black (N=202) * . 32 ' 45 ) 53 ;56 . 59
Hispanic (N=389) 19 =« 35 . 46 47 48
~ Open Admissions § o ~x )
* Students:c
Jewish (N=1394) 22 .37 46 48 - - 4B
Catholic (N=1651)4-: 19 - 31 38 39 . . 40
Black (N=552) ° © 17 26 35 38 T{ 40
Hispanic (N=393§ - 15 3 S .28 29 31 ¢
. ‘ | - -‘
Source: Sample data - ' . ¢

?Results for the.1970 and 1971 cohgrts ha/e been aggregated.

bRegular students are those with high school averages of 80 or higher.

LY

COpen admissions students are those with high school averages of less

than 80 . ) ~ . ﬁ ' }‘S
f ‘” u® ” x N
dThe term "Catholic" refers to non-Hispamtic Catholies. :
2 .
/v
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T , ~Figure 2 ' — Ll I
e ON Time And Long Term Graduation Rates By Ethnicity e e
, Vi And Admissions Status: 1970 And 1971 Cohorts, ~ .- = '
- . , 2 . .. ‘e e
L . -Senior Celleres - - ...° . - " L
. 60— b 2 . _ _
S
S
a
| ;
Jewish y Catholic Black ‘ Hispanic - iJowi;ril | Catholic’ ' Black - i'ilspanlc. '
' Regular Admissions_ L _— Open Admissions__» ¢ ‘ o
- See Table 3 for explanatory notes. P o~ . . C o . S . A
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counterparts.’ But Blacks continued to graduate at a greater rate

than Cathollcs s0 that after eleven’ yeals Blacks and Catholics
N

had identical rates of graduatloﬂ . ) ' o . -

A
>

- . v ..
-c '. . . . .7 ch“\.

'“Even in the community colleges minority graduates were oo

A

14

. ) J 2 T
disproportionately likely‘to earn degrees, moXe -than 5 years after -

o

rentry. Calculatlons we have made ‘from Thble 4 (se@ also,

[N L

FlgurefB) 1nd1cate, for example, that among regelar Jewish and

Catholic graduates, 4 ercent needed more than five years to earn

their As3001ate degrees,“whlle the comparable minority flgures

are 10 percent for Blacks and 8 percent for Hlspanlcs._ Among the

,_,

‘open adm1551ons ggoup, 17 percent of Black graduates needed more .

than five years to complete their degrees, akmost twice as gréat

as the figure for Jewish graduates (9 percent).

CONCLUSION

«
’ . ]

a
i

Tt has been the conventionalswisdom at CUNY that many students

require more than thg traditional time span to earn.a degree,

But that wisdom also has assumed that atter five years, ”
b ]

additional time sees few additional graduates.:- The data we have

presented challenge that view. Substantial numbers of etddents

3

contiﬁue“tb"éféduate"aften six, ‘sevén or more years. This is
espe01aliy true for open admissions [gtudents and for mlnorltles.
Indeed these flndlngsxreVeal a remarkable degree of per51stence
on the part of dlsadvantaqed students in both senlor and

commun%ty cqlleges. 2These extended amounts of time to graduatlon

.
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GRADUATION RATES ‘THROUGH ELEVEN YEARS BY
~ - " ETHNICITY AND ADMISSIONS STATUS:
- 1970 AND 1971 COHORTS:" COMMUNITY COLLEGES?2
r'g . :. - h ¢ ‘/
. After After ' After  After After
. On - 3 5 - 7 . 9 11
> . E Y Time Years _ Years Years .Years ' Years
r " * . ~ N , .'J
' " Regular Studentsﬁ’/ﬂg“yﬁ7 e \ " e :
e ' . . . - ’ '
. Jewish (N=316) 14 34 47 48 48 49
' Catholic (N=1245)d 14 32 %6 47 48 48
Black (N=351). , 8. 26 ,° 35+ < 37 . 38 "' = 3
_Hispanic (N<348) 9 20 © 3 .7 . 35 37 37,
v ' , -y \
C® v Open Admissions - . .
“ Students:c . - '
Jewish (N=726) p) 13 30 31 32 . 33
Cathglic (N=1449)d 3 . 12 26 . <27 - 28 28
BlagKk (N=1023). .1 8 20 22 23 24
Hispanic (N=555) 3 11 . 21, 23 23 24
¥ ) v ) .
. ) . ’
Source: Sample data
“ . .
8Results for 1970 and 192&'coborts have been aggregated.
'}' ° ' :bRegular students are thdse. with high schoo}'agérages of 75 or higher. '
.. . e . . « . . ‘w ﬂ ~
COpen Admissions students arxe those with high school averages of less
/:han .75 ‘_ R ’ Y
? dThe term "Catholic" refers to noq;Hispanig?Catholics. ,
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‘ . Figure 3

Ime And Long Term Graduation Rates By Ethnicity e N
And Admissions Status: 1970 And 1971 COhorts, .
Community Colleges S .

. 1
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PN ’ ’ . N . ' T' .
_ . , On Time

Long Term

~ .
. w
L} /!‘
_ %
. Jewish . Catholic Black. Hispanic Jewish - Catholle Black. - Higpanle S
. 23 Regular Admissions Open Admissions____.
Q ‘ i} . . . " B / ‘
See Table 4 for explanatory notes. . . | : , \ 2 4 |
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are, yet another 1ndlcatlon of the handicaps whlch burden CUNY

students who come from poverty backgrounds and w1th def1c1ent

high school preparation. ‘anetheless, when viewed within the

¢

time frame of a decade, the findings also reveal that!. CUNY's
' ‘ : {
///pollcy of open-accessfﬁés\groduced far”ﬁszé educational

opportunity than'many had 1mag1ned pos51ble at the outset.

'
. [y

4

.We note, however, that muéﬁ of this succeés took place during a’
4Lime (up ‘to Fall\1976) when tuition at CUNY was free for both

full- and part-time students. Financial aid was not particularly

an issue and students who were pressed financially could cut_backj.

on their credits without incurring a dollar penalfy.._Since 1956
and thé imposition of tuition, the picture has change&
dramatically. Eligibility gbr Neﬁ York Staté\s Tuition
‘Assistance Plan (TAP) is limited to full;time students, shapply'-
‘éeducing a stuéent's options to move between heavier and' lighter
course loads. tAid for part-time students 1is availablé from thé

feder?l Pell program but is 11m1ted to those who are at the very
e

botto of the income. scale Though there is some serlou% talk. in’

the Neéw York State legislature today about aid for 'part-time

students, the current, financial aid regulations work as a

constraint on educational opportunity, limiting the ultimate life .

chances of those who--for whatever reason--muét attend college
part-time or intermittently. We expect that, if financial aid
policies were modified so.as to align with the realities”
presented in this study, graduation rates might climb and open '
access to college and universities would come closér to

25

fulfilling its promise.
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NOTES

Those new analyses were made possible through the following
update procedure: For a large sample of the 1970 and 1971 cohort
populations (N=20, 182), matches were run against official CUNY
graduation files coverlng the years, 1975-1982. This provided
the most recent possible information on the graduation status
of the members of these cohorts. Of course, some students
unddubtedly transferred to colleges outside of CUNY and ulti-
mately graduated. It has not been possible to include such
students in our graduation update. Nonetheless, the. figures
presented in this study are the most complete available.

Because we are working with a sample of these populations,
and the sample contains a slightly greater proportlon of aca-
demlcally able students than does the total populatlon, our
estimates of graduation rates are probably somewhat higher than
for the populations they represent. Overall we estimate that
the sample rates exceed those in the population by about
5 percentage points. However, we have no reason to believe that -
the proportions of graduates earning degrees 6-11 years after
entry are inflated. (For a detailed discussion of the quality
of the sample data, see Lav1n, Alba, and Sllbersteln, 1981,
Appendix A.) R

2Open admissions students are defined as follows: " In the
senior colleges they are students with high school averages
(in college preparatory courses) of less than 80. Regular stu-
dents earned high school averages of 80 or higher. In com-
munity colleges the open admissions category was composed of
students with high school averages of less than 75. Regular
students are those with averages of 75 or higher. )

[

3These percentages are calculated from the data in table 1
in the following manner: The 11 year graduation rate was Wivided
into the five year rate for each category. Subtracting the result-
ing ratio from 100 gives the percentage of graduates who Look
more than 5 years to graduate.

These ratios were calculated as follows: in a given year
the graduation rate for regular students was divided by the rate
for open admissions students. For example, after 5 years the
regular student rate was 53 percent and the open admissions rate
was 32 percent. The former is 1.7 times the latter.

5Students who began at a communlty college and transferred
to a senior college before earning a community college degree
are not included in the base for calculating communlty colleqe
graduation rates. Rather, they are included in the senior col-
lege base. Only the first degree carned at CUNY is 1ncludcd in
the calculations.

26
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